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Abstract 
This study seeks to understand the role that youths’ sense of personal security plays in their 
external engagement in deviant behavior. While there is some literature on the relationship 
between youth’s fear of crime or tumultuous home environments and their involvement in gangs 
and to some extent violence, it is scant, and studies of youths’ feelings of safety within 
residential facilities and their in-residence behaviors is virtually non-existent. Therefore, in this 
study of youth in two residential treatment centers, surveys administered to said youth are used 
to illustrate the potential link between youth’s perceived sense of personal security, how it 
evolves over time, and if it is consistent with deviant or antisocial behavior. It is hypothesized 
that youth’s perceived security increases with time in the institution and that security will be 
inversely correlated with negative behavioral incidents. Using statistical analyses, researchers 
identify the strength and consistency of these relationships and whether there is evidence to 
support changing the focus of residential programs to improve youth’s present mental and 
behavioral situations to increase likelihood of positive within and post treatment outcomes. 
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Introduction 
Children’s behavior can be strongly influenced by environmental factors and the 
perception of their circumstances. Many existing studies delve into the impact of social 
relationships, financial situations, and education individually on youth delinquency. While these 
are incredibly significant studies for building the foundation of an explanation for primary 
deviance, perhaps said delinquency, particularly in juveniles, stems from an internal drive as a 
result of a combination of these factors. All circumstances in individuals’ experiences merge to 
determine personal sense of security. Youth’s sense of security will, for these purposes, be 
defined as their perception of safety and stability, as being free from anxiety, fear, or danger. If 
an improved sense of security is supported as being positively linked with a reduction in 
delinquent behavior among youth, new avenues of exploration will emerge on what causes 
deviance and whether it can be prevented or minimized. Youth in this study will be surveyed 
from two residential treatment facilities (RTCs), Saint Mary’s Institute (SMI) and Saint Thomas 
School (STS), and conclusions will be drawn from the existing data provided by Service 
Outcomes Actions Research (SOAR). An opportunity to look longitudinally at how security 
related variables have evolved for the sample over time is difficult to come by but SOAR’s data 
dating back to 2011 and still ongoing serves as an excellent basis. As youths’ senses of security 
increase, respective instances of delinquent behavior are expected to decrease. 
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Review of the Literature 
Profile of Juveniles in the United States 
According to the most recent available U.S. Census, in 2010, there were approximately 
74,181,500 juveniles, people under the age of 18, living in the United States, 24 percent of the 
resident population (Sickmund et al., 2014). While the number of youth has since continued to 
increase, due to a population aging faster than children are born, the percentage of the population 
considered youth has steadily decreased. As age demographics shift, so too do racial 
demographics. Between 2010 and 2030, the Census Bureau expects the percentage of youth 
classifying themselves as multiracial to double. With a conversation on racial profile, comes a 
discussion of economic disparities. With regard to socioeconomic profiles, Hispanic juveniles 
and non-Hispanic black juveniles are three times more likely to live in poverty than their non-
Hispanic white juveniles. The youth poverty rate increased significantly to nearly 22 percent in 
the decade preceding 2010 with 21 percent of youth ages 5-17 and 26 percent of youth under age 
five living in households operating below the established poverty threshold. Additionally, two 
thirds of children under 18 lived with two married parents in 2010 and 88 percent lived in 
households with one or both parents in the labor force, either employed or looking for 
employment. Some conditions linked to delinquency such as teenage birth rates and high school 
dropout rates have improved in the last two decades while other factors such as births to single 
mothers and children living in poverty have deteriorated (Sickmund et al., 2014). These 
socioeconomic and demographic factors are worth considering as potential variables in 
likelihood of committing acts of juvenile delinquency. The hope is that given the increased risk 
for delinquency among certain populations, rehabilitation services can identify risk factors and 
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identify how to better mitigate them so as to best reduce deviant behavior, particular among 
America’s hundreds of thousands of youth.  
Profiles and Risk Factors for Juvenile Offending 
Delinquent behavior is shown to be correlated to presence of poverty. One metanalysis 
revealed, however, that socioeconomic status was a stronger predictor of “serious and violent 
delinquency” during young adulthood for ages 6-11 than it was for ages 12-14 (Hawkins et al., 
2000). Family structure and poverty can exacerbate the effects of one another as 13 percent of 
children in two parent families, 22 percent of father only, 43 percent of mother only, and 43 
percent of no biological parent households with children live in poverty (Sickmund et al., 2014). 
One study found that for each additional year that a child had lived with their biological family 
or a step family, the likelihood of childhood delinquency fell by 29.9 percent. But for all the 
variables considered including drinking habits and education level, the strongest correlation for 
deviance remained to be the mother’s poverty status with children of impoverished mothers 
running two times the risk of delinquent behavior than those whose mothers are not (Cheng, 
2004). This suggests that stability in home life and with regard to food, housing, and job security 
has a direct, cyclical effect on namely violent delinquency although lesser deviance is even more 
likely.  
Low income is associated with higher high school dropout rates and subsequently, future 
employment rates which are in turn considered to be correlates of mental illness and behavioral 
problems in adulthood as the institutionalization rate for high school dropouts is more than 63 
times higher than among four-year college students (Sickmund et al., 2014). Education in terms 
of graduation therefore does play a role in juveniles’ life outcomes but not all youth perform 
equally with regard to academia. In a study on the relationship between perceived safety at 
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school and during the commute to school, researchers found that after controlling for poverty, 
academic achievement corresponded most strongly with perceived safety for third, fourth, and 
fifth graders. From this, researchers concluded that environment can heavily influence 
performance and in turn can predict completion of high school and therefore, future offending 
(Milam, 2010). This statistic is pertinent as the purpose of the following discourse is to aid in the 
identification of the best possible rehabilitative program for youth. These residential treatment 
centers (RTCs) aim to continue education during treatment and to readjust to the point of 
progressing in school upon discharge. This could, according to this study, potentially be a 
significantly contributing factor to their success or delinquency in life. One Australian study in 
2002 found that of a sample of 1,503 youth offenders on supervised justice orders, 79 percent 
ended up in the adult corrections system and 49 percent had served prison time at least once. Of 
those with both supervised justice orders and subject to care and protection orders, 91 percent 
entered the adult corrections system and 67 percent served jail time, males at a much higher rate 
than females on both counts (Lynch et al., 2003). In one survey administered by the state of 
Texas, three-fifths of all respondents reported being “concerned” or “very concerned” with 
regard to their “personal safety.” Other surveys have since produced similar results but notable is 
the gender divide made obvious in this Texas poll. Women were far more likely to report being 
concerned at a rate of 70% while only 56% of the male population reported feeling this way 
(Warr and Ellision, 2000). Not only is juvenile offending a predictor of later offenses, but also, 
males and females respond and are responded to, differently. 
Currently Existing Intervention Programs 
Residential treatment centers are relatively common for at risk or deviant youth as either 
a preventative measure or as an alternative to other punitive courses. One study in the 
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Netherlands sought to learn more about how the environment or “group climate” in these 
facilities, open, semi-secure, and secure, affected treated youth’s behavior. Among the different 
types of facilities, there was no discernable major variation in group climate perception, 
however, youth in open and semi-secure institutions report perceiving more “opportunities for 
growth” than those in secure facilities. This could be because open institutions are typically 
voluntary or determined by parents and guardians implying more motivation for treatment 
whereas the other two facilities are often court ordered. Furthermore, the more secure an 
institution, the more diagnoses the average resident has. In terms of aggressive incidents, every 
week that an adolescent was in the residential program, aggression increased by 27 percent. 
Additionally, in open programs, instances of aggression decreased only with an increase in 
positive group climate (Tillaart et al., 2018). While attitudes and outcomes can differ during 
treatment, after treatment follow ups can also have an impact as one study found that 
community-based supervision and various aftercare services dramatically increased adolescents’ 
likelihood of attending school and work and decreased risk of further involvement with any 
juvenile justice systems (MacArther, 2012). 
Gaps in the Literature 
Essentially, there are many variabilities among youth and dozens of factors that can 
potentially contribute to their perspectives on life, environment, and the people around them. 
Some factors, even if empirically supported to be the sought after “cause” of deviance or later 
crime, would be virtually impossible for society to control in the real world. These factors could 
include anything from parenting style to engagement at school. While we can try to improve 
these outcomes, they are typically determined behind closed doors or on an individual basis and 
would therefore be difficult to resolve. However, for youth referred to residential treatment 
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centers at least, it is possible to shift the general focus to improving social bonds, safety, and 
stability particularly for as long as they are in treatment. If youth can learn to feel secure in their 
environment or to adapt to and overcome insecure ones, this could have important implications 
for reducing deviant behavior such as aggression and petty crimes. Therefore, this study seeks to 
shed light on what factors could be influencing juvenile delinquency and help build a case for 
how best to reduce it. 
Research Background 
Since 2000, University at Albany has partnered with two local residential treatment 
centers for high need youth in an attempt to understand and improve services. Saint Mary’s 
Institute which is a “private, not for profit, secular residential and community-based preventive 
service agency committed to providing the highest level of care and rehabilitation services in the 
briefest time to children and families throughout New York State,” (Agency Website, 20181) 
serves the female youth population, ages 11-21. Its male equivalent is Saint Thomas, defined on 
the school’s website as “a dedicated and capable community of staff and associates…provid[ing] 
therapeutic, educational and supportive services designed to accomplish positive, personal 
growth and lasting change in the lives of youth and families in need,” (Agency Website, 20181). 
Both institutes are nonsecure meaning youth are physically able to leave the premises though 
they are discouraged from doing so. The doors release with 10 seconds of constant pressure and 
there are no fences around the complexes. This contrasts with the fact that the majority of the 
youth are not living in these facilities voluntarily. Instead, they are often court appointed or 
otherwise directed as an alternative or preventative method to curb mental or behavioral 
problems. At SMI and STS, youth receive an education, medical and therapeutic intervention, 
                                                          
1 Due to anonymity concerns, the agency website cannot be cited 
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and constant supervision in hopes of reducing delinquency and encouraging positive outcomes. 
Programs include full time residential services, day only services, after school programs, and 
community-based care and outreach for at risk youth and their families. Commonalities among 
these individuals include mental health challenges, neglect or abuse, and antisocial or deviant 
behavior, among other issues.  
Service Outcomes Action Research (SOAR) Project 
University at Albany SUNY faculty and student research interns in collaboration with 
agency directors and staff have developed and implemented the Service Outcomes Action 
Research initiative, a research-practice partnership intended to help determine “what works best 
for which clients.” The SOAR partnership, which has been in place for nearly two decades, has 
involved many students and Professors over the years, all of whom are required to complete the 
necessary human subjects training, confidentiality forms, and are covered by SOAR’s blanket 
approval from the University at Albany’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) for use of de-
identified data produced by the partnership. SOAR involves several different data collection 
survey tools. The Data Informed Practice Process (DIPP) surveys, having begun in 2011, are 
currently completed by residential youth and staff at both SMI and STS approximately every 90 
days in addition to respective caregivers every 180 days. While youth are not required to 
complete the surveys, they are strongly encouraged as part of the treatment process and are 
permitted to pick out three pieces of candy from a box upon completion as an incentive. DIPP 
surveys are intended to track the facility programs’ effectiveness and outcomes over time as 
perceived by each of the three target populations. While they address dozens of questions, for the 
current study, only a few youth questions will be used (see methodology for list of questions). 
Behavior Assessment System for Children (BASC) instruments are administered to youth and 
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their caregivers at 180-day intervals bracketed with one during intake and one during discharge. 
Questions asked result in average scores in categories such as aggression, anxiety, functional 
communication, and withdrawal, all of which are essential to evaluate when trying to create a 
secure environment. Adverse Childhood Experience (ACE) surveys seek to identify individuals 
who suffered maltreatment and other trauma prior to their 18th birthdays. This questionnaire 
includes variables including, but not limited to neglect, abuse, loss of parent, and family member 
mental illness, substance abuse, or incarceration. Finally, critical incident reports are written up 
by staff members when youth act unusually or unacceptably. Given the resources and timing of 
this inquiry, only measures from the DIPP survey will be used for the current study, though the 
analysis will go fairly in depth.  
Methodology 
Sample: This study was conducted using surveys completed by male and female youth in 
two associated residential treatment centers. The demographics are widely varied as most are 
referred to these RTCs as juvenile delinquents, persons in need of supervisions, or by the 
Department of Social Services. The sample size for both genders decreases with time as the 
majority of youth are discharged within 360 days of admission and these agencies have limited 
resources meaning sometimes survey administration was inconsistent. Additionally, as youth are 
under no obligation to complete the surveys in their entirety, the sample size for each question 
varies. The sample sizes described below are averages of the sample sizes for each survey at 
each time point but the number of responses ranged by no more than five responses. 
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Table 1 Sample Sizes 
N at Each Time Point 90 days 180 days 270 days 360 days 450 days 540 days 630 days 720 days 
Females 211 139 103 49 22 9 4 8 
Males 182 152 111 68 34 25 11 4 
Measures: This study involves a quantitative approach for each stage of the research.  
DIPP surveys ask different audiences unique questions but not all data were relevant to the 
current study. The pertinent variables are listed below. The timepoints include surveys which are 
administered to youth at SMI and STS every 90 days. Admission surveys are administered but as 
youth are not asked to self-report their physical aggression and behavioral incidents at admission, 
these surveys are not included in the study. The data were selected from the timepoints at 90, 
180, 270, and 360 days but by 450 days the sample size dramatically shrunk meaning any results 
would be potentially subject to bias or confounding variables.  
Independent Variable: This study researched the relationship between personal security 
and delinquent behavior. Personal security was defined by three categories of questions: trust, 
negative psychological symptoms, and safety concerns.  
Trust was determined by a single question. I trust the people that work here: Strongly 
disagree, disagree, somewhat disagree, neutral, somewhat agree, agree, and strongly agree. 
Negative psychological symptoms were calculated as a composite of three questions. In 
the last month how often do you remember…being nervous or worried? Being tense or irritable? 
Feeling apart or alone? Not at all, rarely, occasionally, sometimes, often, very often, always. 
Safety concerns, like psychological symptoms were calculated as a composite but of five 
questions as follows. In the last month, how often would you say you were concerned 
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about…things being taken from you? Someone hurting you? Being picked on? Being pushed, 
hit, or tripped? Your safety? Not at all, rarely, occasionally, sometimes, often, very often, 
always. 
Dependent Variable: Delinquent behavior was defined by two categories of questions: 
physical aggression and behavioral incidents. 
Physical aggression was calculated as a composite of three questions. In the last month, 
how often have you...Struck or hit another person? Become so mad you broke something? 
Threatened someone? Not at all, rarely, occasionally, sometimes, often, very often, always. 
Behavioral incidents are determined by a single variable. In the last month, how much do 
you agree or disagree with the following statements…You accumulated numerous incident 
reports? Strongly disagree, disagree, somewhat disagree, neutral, somewhat agree, agree, and 
strongly agree. 
It is important to note that not all variables nor all data gathered as part of the larger 
SOAR project was used. The variables used were selected based on those that I hypothesized 
would be most significantly, and relatively effective at altering youth’s delinquency and best 
represented a measure of security. For example, peer pressure to use drugs was an item included 
in the overall Safety Concerns scale but was not included in the scale developed for this study, as 
it was found to be consistently near nonexistent in the supervised, semi secure facilities (i.e., 
very few youths indicated concern, so there was no variation on this item). Although these 
surveys are also administered to staff and caregivers, only the youth can express their personal 
sense of security. As such, only the youth responses are used.  
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Analysis: Upon compiling all data and examining descriptive statistics (including t-tests 
of means for sex differences), analyses were run to illustrate correlational relationships 
(Pearson’s r) between the security and delinquency variables. Subsequently, Ordinary Least 
Squares bivariate and multivariate regression analyses were conducted to both check for causal 
relationships and control for potential confounders. Tests for multicollinearity were also 
conducted for the multivariate regression analyses.  
Results 
Descriptive Statistics  
First, descriptive information about the female and male samples is presented.  The 
following line charts (see Figure 1) intended to visually demonstrate the patterns among the 
independent variables— trust, negative psychological symptoms, and safety concerns—as they 
relate to the dependent variables, self-reported physical aggression and behavioral incidents. The 
first graph shows female youth only while the latter shows male. Although the sample analyzed 
later on only included surveys administered between 90 and 360 days of treatment, admissions2 
up to 720 days are included on these charts as the data was gathered and helps to give a better 
basis for understanding what is to come and what the future of similar studies may hold. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
2 Though, recall that while trust, psychological symptoms, and safety concerns were included in 
the Admission survey, physical aggression and behavior incident questions were not, so those 
latter measures are depicted from 90 days on in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1 Female Gender Comparative Linear Graphs 
 
Figure 2 Male Gender Comparative Linear Graphs  
 
The above graphs, as well as Table 2 below, demonstrate the differing patterns of 
perceptions and behavior for youth by gender. While males begin with more trust and fewer 
negative psychological symptoms and safety concerns, they stay relatively constant throughout 
the course of a 720-day treatment. Meanwhile females, while beginning with less trust and more 
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negative psychological symptoms, both tend to overall increase over time although there appears 
to be a distinct drop off of trust at 720 days. The sample size becomes unreliably small after 720 
days and as such, this was used as the limit for this data. It is important to note that as the youth 
are not required to complete any or all surveys and the sample size tends to decrease at each time 
point as the average length of stay in the residential treatment centers is no longer than 360 days. 
Although the sample size and composition is not constant, it is initially around 200 participants 
per gender group.  
Table 2 Descriptive Statistics 
FEMALES Mean Std Dev     MALES Mean Std Dev 
90 Trust 3.8263*** 1.7328     90 Trust 4.9781 1.6673 
90 Psych 4.1973*** 1.6109     90 Psych 3.2558 1.5540 
90 Safety 2.6349 1.4071     90 Safety 2.5154 1.5138 
90 Agg 2.1881 1.4243     90 Agg 2.0018 1.1836 
90 Incidents 3.0144** 1.7896     90 Incidents 2.4536 1.6925 
180 Trust 3.9636*** 1.7897     180 Trust 5.3421 1.4698 
180 Psych 4.0743*** 1.5199     180 Psych 2.9146 1.5070 
180 Safety 2.6258* 1.2274     180 Safety 2.3214 1.3148 
180 Agg 2.1906 1.3663     180 Agg 1.9145 1.1620 
180 Incidents 2.9489** 1.7503     180 Incidents 2.4052 1.6481 
270 Trust 4.1262*** 1.7132     270 Trust 5.3304 1.4850 
270 Psych 3.9741*** 1.4927     270 Psych 2.7394 1.3942 
270 Safety 2.5068 1.3272     270 Safety 2.3135 1.3526 
270 Agg 2.1003 1.2653     270 Agg 1.9345 1.1752 
270 Incidents 2.9706 2.2797     270 Incidents 2.4375 1.7231 
360 Trust 4.4400* 1.7162     360 Trust 5.6119 1.3702 
360 Psych 3.8911* 1.4741     360 Psych 2.6763 1.4303 
360 Safety 2.3755 1.2129     360 Safety 2.3104 1.4348 
360 Agg 2.0272* 1.4527     360 Agg 1.6905 0.8385 
360 Incidents 3.5510* 1.8826     360 Incidents 2.2464 1.6575 
 
Although data was gathered for intervals after 360 days, as most youth complete 
treatment and return to their homes within one year, the sample size decreases dramatically for 
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the later time points. Therefore, to maintain representation and reliability, analyses presented in 
Tables 3-11 were only computed up to 360 days of residential therapy. 
Correlational Analyses 
As indicated in Table 3, for females, initially, their level of trust in staff was not 
significantly correlated with physical aggression or behavioral incidents but at 270 days and 360 
days, it was, as expected, negatively correlated with aggression (i.e., the lower their trust, the 
higher their aggressive behavior). Conversely, negative psychological symptoms were initially 
strongly positively correlated with physical aggression and behavior incidents, as hypothesized. 
The strength of the correlation decreased with time and has become insignificant by 270 days 
and 360 days respectively. Similarly, safety concerns, as expected, were positively and 
significantly correlated with physical aggression and behavior incidents throughout the first two 
surveys but have become insignificant by 180 days and 270 days respectively. 
Table 3 Pearson’s r Correlation Matrix 
FEMALES PHYSAGG90 INCIDENTS90  MALES PHYSAGG90 INCIDENTS90 
TRUST90 -0.076 0.010  TRUST90 -0.203** -0.289** 
PSYCH90 0.303** 0.184**  PSYCH90 0.244** 0.375** 
SAFETY90 0.137* 0.149*  SAFETY90 0.323** 0.204** 
 PHYSAGG180 INCIDENTS180   PHYSAGG180 INCIDENTS180 
TRUST180 -0.042 0.107  TRUST180 -0.206* -0.272** 
PSYCH180 0.275** 0.197*  PSYCH180 0.207* 0.477** 
SAFETY180 0.190* -0.169*  SAFETY180 0.385** 0.197* 
 PHYSAGG270 INCIDENTS270   PHYSAGG270 INCIDENTS270 
TRUST270 -0.195* 0.034  TRUST270 -0.146 -0.103 
PSYCH270 0.209* 0.016  PSYCH270 0.234* 0.399** 
SAFETY270 0.104 0.058  SAFETY270 0.394** 0.424** 
 PHYSAGG360 INCIDENTS360   PHYSAGG360 INCIDENTS360 
TRUST360 -0.284* 0.043  TRUST360 -0.214 -0.454** 
PSYCH360 0.165 0.092  PSYCH360 0.197 0.465** 
SAFETY360 0.097 -0.047  SAFETY360 0.389** 0.067 
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For the male sample, correlational findings also generally followed the expected patterns 
(see Table 3). Until 270 days, trust was significantly correlated with physical aggression and 
behavioral incidents. Negative psychological symptoms were initially strongly correlated with 
physical aggression but decreased in significance at the 360-day time point. They were 
consistently strongly correlated with behavioral incidents across all time points. Safety concerns 
are strongly correlated with physical aggression at all time points and are correlated with 
behavioral incidents until 360 days. 
Bivariate Regression Analyses 
Bivariate regression is used to establish whether or not a relationship exists and if so, the 
strength of the relationship between two variables independent of any others. As shown in Tables 
4 and 5, for the female sample, increase in trust was found to be significantly predictive of 
decreased aggression only after the survey administered at 270 days but had no effect on 
behavioral incidents. The increase in negative psychological symptoms is strongly positively 
related to both physical aggression and behavioral incidents initially but the relationship weakens 
with time. Finally, safety concerns positively predict a change in females’ physical aggression 
and behavioral incidents between the first few surveys but by day 270, the relationships are 
largely insignificant. 
Table 4 Female Physical Aggression Bivariate Regression 
FEMALES Physical Agg Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standard 
Error 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
R2 Adjusted R2  
TRUST90 Constant 7.261 0.714    
TRUST90 -0.187 0.170 -0.076 0.006 0.001 
PSYCH90 Constant 3.215 0.791    
PSYCH90 0.268** 0.059 0.303** 0.092 0.088 
SAFETY90 Constant 5.468 0.621    
SAFETY90 0.083* 0.042 0.137* 0.019 0.014 
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TRUST180 Constant 6.941 0.859    
TRUST180 -0.095 0.197 -0.042 0.002 -0.006 
PSYCH180 Constant 3.540 0.959    
PSYCH180 0.246** 0.074 0.275** 0.076 0.069 
SAFETY180 Constant 4.885 0.810    
SAFETY180 0.127** 0.056 0.190** 0.036 0.029 
TRUST270 Constant 8.119 0.971    
TRUST270 -0.432* 0.217 -0.195* 0.038 0.028 
PSYCH270 Constant 4.189 1.050    
PSYCH270 0.177* 0.082 0.209* 0.044 0.034 
SAFETY270 Constant 5.590 0.807    
SAFETY270 0.059* 0.057 0.104* 0.011 0.001 
TRUST360 Constant 9.287 1.691    
TRUST360 -0.731* 0.360 -0.284* 0.081 0.061 
PSYCH360 Constant 4.188 1.768    
PSYCH360 0.162* 0.142 0.165* 0.027 0.006 
SAFETY360 Constant 5.251 1.388    
SAFETY360 0.070 0.104 0.097 0.009 -0.012 
Table 5 Female Behavior Incidents Bivariate Regression 
FEMALES Incidents Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standard 
Error 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
R2 Adjusted R2 
TRUST90 Constant 2.975 0.303    
TRUST90 0.010 0.072 0.010 0.000 -0.005 
PSYCH90 Constant 2.174 0.342    
PSYCH90 0.068** 0.025 0.184** 0.034 0.029 
SAFETY90 Constant 2.523 0.261    
SAFETY90 0.038* 0.017 0.149* 0.022 0.018 
TRUST180 Constant 2.507 0.374    
TRUST180 0.106 0.085 0.107 0.012 0.004 
PSYCH180 Constant 2.019 0.424    
PSYCH180 0.076** 0.032 0.197** 0.039 0.032 
SAFETY180 Constant 2.318 0.352    
SAFETY180 0.048* 0.024 0.169* 0.028 0.021 
TRUST270 Constant 2.796 0.596    
TRUST270 0.045 0.133 0.034 0.001 -0.009 
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PSYCH270 Constant 2.873 0.645    
PSYCH270 0.008 0.051 0.016 0.000 -0.010 
SAFETY270 Constant 2.710 0.488    
SAFETY270 0.020 0.034 0.058 0.003 -0.007 
TRUST360 Constant 3.343 0.761    
TRUST360 0.047 0.162 0.043 0.002 -0.019 
PSYCH360 Constant 3.093 0.771    
PSYCH360 0.039 0.062 0.092 0.008 -0.013 
SAFETY360 Constant 3.724 0.602    
SAFETY360 -0.015 0.045 -0.047 0.002 -0.019 
Table 6 Male Physical Aggression Bivariate Regression 
MALES Physical Agg Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standard 
Error 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
R2 Adjusted R2  
TRUST90 Constant 8.043 0.813    
TRUST90 -0.424 0.155 -0.203 0.041 0.036 
PSYCH90 Constant 3.280 0.553    
PSYCH90 0.276** 0.051 0.375** 0.141 0.136 
SAFETY90 Constant 4.103 0.488    
SAFETY90 0.151** 0.033 0.323** 0.104 0.099 
TRUST180 Constant 8.291 1.044    
TRUST180 -0.486** 0.189 -0.206** 0.042 0.036 
PSYCH180 Constant 2.505 0.548    
PSYCH180 0.368** 0.056 0.477** 0.227 0.222 
SAFETY180 Constant 3.386 0.530    
SAFETY180 0.204** 0.040 0.385** 0.148 0.143 
TRUST270 Constant 7.623 1.244    
TRUST270 -0.348 0.225 -0.146 0.021 0.012 
PSYCH270 Constant 3.052 0.689    
PSYCH270 0.339** 0.075 0.399** 0.160 0.152 
SAFETY270 Constant 3.427 0.617    
SAFETY270 0.206** 0.046 0.394** 0.155 0.147 
TRUST360 Constant 7.399 1.321    
TRUST360 -0.399 0.228 -0.214 0.046 0.031 
PSYCH360 Constant 2.909 0.578    
PSYCH360 0.273** 0.064 0.465** 0.216 0.204 
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SAFETY360 Constant 3.526 0.550    
SAFETY360 0.138** 0.041 0.389** 0.151 0.138 
Table 7 Male Behavior Incidents Bivariate Regression 
MALES Incidents Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standard 
Error 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
R2 Adjusted R2  
TRUST90 Constant 3.872 0.378    
TRUST90 -0.289** 0.072 -0.289** 0.083 0.078 
PSYCH90 Constant 1.596 0.287    
PSYCH90 0.089** 0.027 0.244** 0.059 0.054 
SAFETY90 Constant 1.902 0.243    
SAFETY90 0.046** 0.017 0.204** 0.042 0.036 
TRUST180 Constant 4.025 0.488    
TRUST180 -0.305** 0.088 -0.272** 0.074 0.068 
PSYCH180 Constant 1.730 0.285    
PSYCH180 0.075** 0.029 0.207** 0.043 0.036 
SAFETY180 Constant 1.836 0.267    
SAFETY180 0.050** 0.020 0.197** 0.039 0.032 
TRUST270 Constant 3.072 0.613    
TRUST270 -0.120 0.111 -0.103 0.011 0.002 
PSYCH270 Constant 1.657 0.357    
PSYCH270 0.097** 0.039 0.234** 0.055 0.046 
SAFETY270 Constant 1.186 0.297    
SAFETY270 0.109** 0.022 0.424** 0.180 0.173 
TRUST360 Constant 5.288 0.769    
TRUST360 -0.542** 0.133 -0.454** 0.206 0.194 
PSYCH360 Constant 1.613 0.421    
PSYCH360 0.076 0.047 0.197 0.039 0.024 
SAFETY360 Constant 2.039 0.391    
SAFETY360 0.015 0.029 0.067 0.004 -0.011 
 
Males’ physical aggression is mostly unaffected by trust in staff, but trust is a strong 
negatively related predictor of behavioral incidents (see Tables 6 and 7). Negative psychological 
symptoms are initially very significant in predicting increases in aggression and behavior 
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incidents, but the relationship weakens quickly for behavior incident. The third variable, safety 
concerns has a positively related impact on behavioral incidents at first, but these effects become 
insignificant near the end of the study however safety concerns remains a consistently strong 
predicting variable of physical aggression. 
Multivariate Regression Analyses 
Generally, for females, when controlling for negative psychological symptoms and safety 
concerns, trust has no effect on either frequency of behavioral incidents or physical aggression 
except for a slight relationship between the two at 270 days, as trust increases, physical 
aggression significantly decreases. Inversely, as negative psychological symptoms increase, so 
too does both physical aggression and behavioral incidents however these relationships weaken 
with time. Similarly, but independent of all other variables, safety concerns and physical 
aggression as well as behavioral incidents are significantly positively related, but the strength 
dissipates over the course of the study. 
Trust was significantly related to physical aggression when controlling for other variables 
for males for the first two surveys and they are negatively correlated there is not a strong 
relationship between the two independently. However, as trust increased, frequency of 
behavioral incidents did as well. These two variables share a very strong positive relationship at 
all timepoints while controlling for negative psychological symptoms and safety concerns. This 
is the only variable for males that significantly affected behavioral incidents throughout the data 
points. Increases in negative psychological symptoms and safety both however are strongly 
conducive to increases in physical aggression in males when controlling for all other factors. 
While both of these independent variables are initially related to increases in behavioral 
incidents, the relationship becomes insignificant by the end of the study. 
    
20 
 
Table 8 Female Physical Aggression Multivariate Analysis 
FEMALES Physical Agg Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standard 
Error 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
R2 Adjusted R2 
90 Day Constant 3.970 1.061  0.097 0.084 
TRUST90 -0.180 0.166 -0.073   
PSYCH90 0.272** 0.067 0.308**   
SAFETY90 -0.009 0.046 -0.015   
180 Day Constant 3.399 1.354  0.080 0.060 
TRUST180 -0.030 0.192 -0.013   
PSYCH180 0.214** 0.093 0.239**   
SAFETY180 0.051 0.062 0.076   
270 Day Constant 5.794 1.617  0.070 0.042 
TRUST270 -0.329 0.228 -0.047   
PSYCH270 0.169 0.093 0.200   
SAFETY270 -0.006 0.065 -0.011   
360 Day Constant 8.101 2.927  0.093 0.033 
TRUST360 -0.700 0.390 -0.272   
PSYCH360 0.121 0.153 0.123   
SAFETY360 -0.031 0.116 -0.043   
 
Table 9 Female Behavior Incidents Multivariate Analysis 
FEMALES Incidents Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standard 
Error 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
R2 Adjusted R2  
90 Day Constant 1.959 0.461  0.040 0.026 
TRUST90 0.029 0.072 0.028   
PSYCH90 0.052 0.029 0.142   
SAFETY90 0.023 0.020 0.090   
180 Day Constant 1.222 0.602  0.062 0.042 
TRUST180 0.138 0.085 0.140   
PSYCH180 0.065 0.036 0.173   
SAFETY180 0.027 0.027 0.094   
270 Day Constant 2.440 1.011  0.007 -0.024 
TRUST270 0.062 0.143 0.046   
PSYCH270 -0.008 0.058 -0.016   
SAFETY270 0.030 0.041 0.086   
360 Day Constant 2.988 1.316  0.018 -0.047 
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TRUST360 0.047** 0.175 0.043**   
PSYCH360 0.057 0.069 0.134   
SAFETY360 -0.026 0.052 -0.085   
Table 10 Male Physical Aggression Multivariate Analysis 
MALES Physical Agg Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standard 
Error 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
R2 Adjusted R2  
90 Day Constant 4.340 0.993  0.195 0.181 
TRUST90 -0.299* 0.145 -0.143*   
PSYCH90 0.209** 0.056 0.282**   
SAFETY90 0.086** 0.035 0.186**   
180 Day Constant 3.904 1.124  0.274 0.259 
TRUST180 -0.346* 0.169 -0.147*   
PSYCH180 0.266** 0.062 0.346**   
SAFETY180 0.114** 0.042 0.216**   
270 Day Constant 4.040 1.325  0.253 0.231 
TRUST270 -0.364 0.204 -0.152   
PSYCH270 0.228** 0.078 0.270**   
SAFETY270 0.159** 0.048 0.306**   
360 Day Constant 3.725 1.434  0.338 0.306 
TRUST360 -0.201 0.207 -0.108   
PSYCH360 0.222** 0.076 0.371**   
SAFETY360 0.067 0.044 0.190   
 
Table 11 Male Behavioral Incidents Multivariate Analysis 
MALES Incidents Unstandardized Coefficients 
Standard 
Error 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
R2 Adjusted R2  
90 Day Constant 2.996 0.504  0.136 0.121 
TRUST90 -0.274** 0.073 -0.270**   
PSYCH90 0.061* 0.029 0.167*   
SAFETY90 0.019 0.018 0.083   
180 Day Constant 3.124 0.585  0.114 0.096 
TRUST180 -0.277** 0.088 -0.249**   
PSYCH180 0.032 0.032 0.087   
SAFETY180 0.039 0.022 0.158   
270 Day Constant 1.867 0.670  0.206 0.183 
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TRUST270 -0.160 0.103 -.0136   
PSYCH270 0.027 0.039 0.066   
SAFETY270 0.105** 0.024 0.410**   
360 Day Constant 4.489 0.955  0.229 0.192 
TRUST360 -0.481** 0.138 -0.402**   
PSYCH360 0.083 0.051 0.213   
SAFETY360 -0.018 0.029 -0.079   
 
As the multivariate analyses demonstrate, negative psychological symptoms are the only 
variable influencing female physical aggression having significant effects at both 90 and 180 
days. Meanwhile the only variable having a significant effect on behavioral incidents while 
controlling for others is trust and only at 360 days. This essentially means that these independent 
variables have minimal effect on females’ physical aggression and self-reported behavior 
incidents although psychological symptoms are the most influential of the three for aggression. 
The data tells a very different story for the male sample. At 90, 180, and 360 days, 
negative psychological symptoms are the driving factor behind physical aggression of the three 
variables. At 270 days, safety concerns surpass psychological symptoms as the key variable but 
for most other timepoints, it is a close second. When controlling for the other two, trust was only 
an influential factor at 90 days and 180 days but even then, was the least impactful of the three. 
As for behavioral incidents, trust was the most significantly driving variable for all timepoints 
except for safety concerns at 360 days. 
Discussion 
It is reasonable to say that a plateau in behavior over time is expected as youth grow 
accustomed to their environments. It is worth noting however that in nearly all instances, the 
relationship between female deviant behavior and security as defined in this study tended to 
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dissipate by day 360. It is possible that by this point in time, major environmental fluctuations 
that would affect security have stabilized and perhaps other factors begin to dictate behavior. 
Additionally, as previously mentioned, as STS and SMI aim to treat youth quickly, sample size 
continually shrinks particularly after 270 days so data could be susceptible to bias at 360 days. 
Males however saw far less of a decrease in the significance of these relationships over time. 
Other gender differences were also brought to light. Primarily negative psychological symptoms 
followed by safety concerns are strong predictors of physical aggression meanwhile trust was the 
most significant for determining behavioral incidents in males. This could potentially stem from 
the externalization of a lack of trust in authorities. A lack of trust in authorities has the potential 
to manifest as rebellion, defiance, or general rule breaking although this does not explain the 
gender differences. Females on the other hand, showed weaker relationships between security 
and delinquent behavior overall. Their patterns were similar with psychological symptoms being 
the most impactful for physical aggression. One major difference is that while trust affected little 
for the female sample’s behavioral incidents and even less for their physical aggression, it was 
the only relationship that strengthened over time. Checks for multicollinearity revealed that no 
variance inflation factor for either gender was over two meaning the three independent variables 
used are indeed significantly or insignificantly related to the two dependent variables as the data 
above shows without the influence of a correlative inter-independent variable relationship. 
Limitations 
The most pressing concern for this study is what was not looked at. Considering the 
resources and time available, this study provided a relatively detailed look into a narrow focus 
however for future research, it would be prudent to expand the scope of independent variables 
for consideration to include any potentially confounding variations or even demographic 
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characteristics such as economic status before treatment, racial divides, family unit, etc. that may 
result in differing outcomes. Nevertheless, this study covered its intended bases, and has above 
all revealed that treatment for males and females in these facilities cannot be universal. Results 
show that there are significant differences between the effects of security on externalizing 
behavior, it is a key element for males but less so for females. Further study needs to be done to 
identify what then, if anything, affects females’ likelihood of displaying deviant behavior such as 
behavioral incidents and physical aggression, particularly after the initial adjustment period. The 
purpose of youth residential treatment centers such as SMI and STS is to address ongoing 
behavioral, mental, and social issues for these individuals and to equip them with the tools to 
continue progressing positively once discharged from the program. These data suggest that for 
male youth, and potentially more generally, the male deviant population, creating an 
environment in which they feel stable, safe, and secure will reduce instances of deviance. For the 
female population on the other hand, while reducing anxiety, worry, and feelings of nervousness 
will likely reduce physical aggression, it holds less potential for eliminating deviance early on. 
Future Implications 
These data should be used to help begin a discussion as to how residential treatment 
centers could shift their priorities and focus to better serve their goal of nurturing successful, 
contributing members of society. Further empirical work will need to be done to establish 
stronger relationships between the two variables, security and delinquency. As previously 
mentioned, the relationships between security and deviance seemed to somewhat weaken over 
time. By the end of the study, the males’ data had remained relatively constant. It would be 
interesting to continue this study to see whether males behavior eventually mirrors the female 
youth, where it is possible other variables intervene at the point of environmental stabilization, or 
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if increasing trust, decreasing negative psychological symptoms, and reducing safety concerns 
should continuously be the priority without a shift in goals. It is widely accepted that for much of 
the population, delinquency peaks during adolescent/young adult. As such, if treatment facilities 
could use this research to help struggling youth improve their own outcomes, it could be used to 
reduce this deviance early in life. Furthermore, cautious of making assumptions, causes of 
delinquency in youth could similarly be the cause of the bulk of crime in adulthood. There are 
certainly more factors to be considered such as food, housing, and job security before drawing 
these conclusions as they apply to adult deviance, however all forms of security are related 
nonetheless. If we can identify an effective method of improving security in order to reduce 
physical aggression and behavioral incidents, perhaps further down the road we could begin to 
reform the criminal justice system to equip adults with similar tools for adjustment to establish 
an improved sense of security. Regardless of applicability to adulthood, in its simplest form, this 
study could pose several implications for preventing childhood delinquency especially among 
males and ultimately, improving youth outcomes. 
Conclusion 
Overall, initial expectations about the relationships between personal security and 
adolescent aggression/deviance were relatively consistent with the results; youths’ feeling lower 
levels of personal security was generally related to higher levels of aggression and behavioral 
incidents among juveniles in two residential treatment centers. However, new questions arose 
with regard to gender. While gender was included in this study, it was not the primary focus. 
Additional research needs to be conducted to expand on the data presented above. For females, 
trust in the staff was consistently lower than it was for the male sample, but it had a far greater 
impact for males. Females rated themselves as higher on all other variables. Trust was largely 
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negligible for females with regard to both dependent variables at all timepoints, but for males it 
had the largest effect of the three independent variables on their behavior incidents. Males’ 
physical aggression was consistently heavily influenced by negative psychological symptoms 
closely followed by safety concerns. Psychological symptoms were also the only variable that 
directly affected female physical aggression in multivariate analyses, but there are still 
significant bivariate negative and positive relationships with physical aggression for trust and 
safety concerns respectively. Ultimately, this evidences the conclusion that lack of trust in staff, 
negative psychological symptoms, and safety concerns as they represent an aggregate of personal 
security do influence juvenile delinquency as measured by self-reported physical aggression and 
behavior incidents in residential treatment centers for males. For female youth, however, these 
data suggest there are other existing variables with greater influence, as personal security as 
measured by the selected variables shared a relationship with delinquency but was not causing it. 
Given the data, the results of treatment approaches to help youths adjust to the treatment program 
and reduce their deviant behavior should be further investigated, as not all components of 
programs will be equally effective or even necessary for males or females. Digging deeper into 
this field would not only improve treatment facility youth outcomes but would also increase cost 
effectiveness as resources are not being wasted controlling variables which have little to no 
effect on their intended populations or outcomes. Ideally, this research will open the door for 
further discussion on addressing juvenile delinquency and any implications a successful 
treatment endeavor can have on future criminal activity. 
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